COMMITTEE ON LEGISLATIVE RESEARCH
OVERSIGHT DIVISION

FISCAL NOTE

L.R. No: 0470-01

Bill No.: HB 136

Subject Crimes and Punishment; Firearms and Fireworks; Law Enforcement ©Hiuer
Agencies

Type # Corrected

Date February 18, 2003

# Corrected to include Oversight assumption.

FISCAL SUMMARY

ESTIMATED NET EFFECT ON GENERAL REVENUE FUND

FUND AFFECTED FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006
General Revenue# ($152,890) ($184,525) ($189,731)
Total Estimated

Net Effect on

General Revenue

Fund# ($152,890) ($184,525) ($189,731)

ESTIMATED NET EFFECT ON OTHER STATE FUNDS

FUND AFFECTED FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006
None

Total Estimated

Net Effect on Other

State Funds $0 $0 $0

Numbers within pantheses: () indate costs or losse
This fiscal note @ntains 11 pages



L.R. No. 0470-01
Bill No. HB 136
Page 2 of 11
February 18, 2003

ESTIMATED NET EFFECT ON FEDERAL FUNDS

FUND AFFECTED FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006
None

Total Estimated

Net Effect on All

Federal Funds $0 $0 $0

ESTIMATED NET EFFECT ON LOCAL FUNDS

FUND AFFECTED FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006
Local Government $3,100,000 to Unknown to Unknown to
(Unknown) (Unknown) (Unknown)
FISCAL ANALYSIS
ASSUMPTION

Officials from theDepartment of Mental Health, Department of Natural Resources,

Department of Public Safety — Missouri State Water Patrol, — Capitol Police, Department

of Conservation, and theState Auditor’s Office assume the proposed legislation would have no
fiscal impact on their agencies.

Officials from theOffice of Prosecution Services assume the proposed legislation would have
no fiscal impact on prosecutors.

Officials from theOffice of Attorney General assume the costs of the proposed legislation
could be absorbed within existing resources.

Officials from theOffice of State Courts Administrator (CTS) assume the two primary

impacts of the proposal would be a possible small increase in criminal prosecutions for violations
of the law, and any increase in small claims cases. CTS would not anticipate theethcrea

volume of cases twignificantlyincrease the wkload fo the st&tcourts.
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ASSUMPTION(continued)

Officials from theOffice of State Public Defender assume existing staff could provide
representatiofor those few cges arising whe indigent pexons were chaegl with frauduletly
obtaining a penit to carrya concealablrearm via pgury. Passagof more than onkill
increasing pealties on existingrianes or creatigp new crimes wald require the Sta Public
Defender System to request increased appropriations to cowemtiodative cost of representing
indigent persamaccused in theow more seriousases or in the neadditional cases

Officials from theGreene County responded to our request for fiscal note, but issued no fiscal
impact statement.

Officials from theGreene County Sheriff’s Department assume they would employ an
additional clerk to process the applications for permits. They assume thecteesmended
would compensate this expense.

Officials from theBoone County Treasurer’s Office assume the propdsaould generat
approximately $60,000 in new revenue, based on the sale of approxiina@ypermits per
year. Boone County estimates thenénistrative costs for handling the special fund at $5,000
per yeardr salary ad office expense

Officials from theCole County Treasurer’s Office did not respond to our request for fiscal

impact. However, in response to a similar proposal, officials assumed the total cost impact of the
proposal is minimalisce the onlyequirement will b to establish arcaount for the Cauty

Sheriff's Department. Officials assumed any interestuackby this account would cover any
banking cost. Personnel costs would be routine and minimal tot he daydpestation.

Officials from theDepartment of Corrections (DOC) assume the propdsauthorizes permst

to carry concealed weapons. Penpttyisions, the component of the bill to have potential

fiscal impact for DOC, is for a class A misdemeanor or a class D fefoagrently, the DOC

cannot predict the number of new commitments which may result from the creation of the
offense(s) outlined in this proposal. An increase in commitments depends on the utilization by
prosecutors antthe actual semees imposed kiye court.

If additionalpersons are semced to the custly of the D@ due to the provisis of this
legislation, the DOC will incur a corresponahg increasan operatonal cost eher throwgh
incarceration (FY02 average of $35.52 per inmate peradan annual cost of $12,965 per
inmate) or through supervision provided by the Board of Probation and HeY02 §verage of
$3.10 per offender per day, or an annual cost of $1, i33ffeeder).
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ASSUMPTION(continued)

The DOC does not anticipate the need for capital improvements. It must be noted that the
cumulative effect of various new legislation, if passed into law, could result in the need for
additional capital improvements funding if the total number of new offenders exceeds current
planned camacity.

The following factors contribute to DOC's minimal assumption:

< DOC assumes the narrow scope of the crime will not encompass a large number of
offenders; and

< The low felony status of the crime enhances the possibiliyea-bargaining or
imposition of a probation sentence.

In summarysupervision byhe DOC throughrpbation or incareration wouldesult in some
additional costs, but it is assumed the impact would be $0 or a minimal amount that could be
absorbed withinyasting resource

Officials from theDepartment of Public Safety — Missouri State Highway Patrol assume the
legislation wouldequire therformation Sgtems Division @D) to design, budl, implement,
and maintain a currently non-existent major application to house concealed fireanihs ge.
The estimates were based upon the types of information that would have to éd, edliezd,
stored, and retrieved. The information would specifically be: namesssjdyender, date and
place of birth, etc.

The ISD wouldequire 1 FTE Comper Informaion Tech. Specist | (at $41,56 per yeg as a
result of e legislaton. The FTEwould be reponsible br designimg, developng, modifying,

and supporting the MULES/Interfages well as designing, developing, modifying, and
supportirg the Concead Firearms Brmits apftication. The MHP edtnates thesalaries, finge
benefits, equipment, and expense for the FTE to be $57,250 in FY 04; $66,314 in FY 05; and
$87,974 in FY 06.

According to the ISD, there will be additional costs associated with the State Data Center. There
is not sufficient quantifiable information from which to present other than an estimate of the
dollar figure. The July to September MULES statistics were usedue atran estimate of

fiscal impact for the State Data Center Charges. During the fesaaP902, the Patrol paid the
following CICS Service Units an@ICS transaabns:
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ASSUMPTION(continued)

CICS transaabin cost $628,347
CICS Service Uits cost $1,043,010
Total FY2002 QTS costs $1,671,357

Estimated recuing increasén transaction s due to proposéegislation is 5%.1SD

estimates the State Data Center recurring costs to be $83,568p#1ly671,357 x 5%). The
MHP estimates the State Data Center transaction costs to be $69,640 in FY 04; $120,505 in
FY 05; and $124,120 in FY 06.

There would also be additional maintenance costs for the State Data Center. ISD assumes there
would be 60,000 permits. Based upon empirical experiences, virtuallyparemt would have

at least an entry, an inquiry andhadification. All of this data was used to estimate the

increased costs at the State Data Center for storage, file backups, and swenyot¢he

entries, inquirg, revocations,ra modifications. Bsed on these asttes, the recting State

Data Center costfor the maintemace of the sstem would be $31,P(er year After the first

year, thez would be an anipated 40% inci@&se in permits, wbh would make the &te Data

Center charge$43,200 perear. The MHP estiates the State CmCenter maintenae costs to

be $26,000 in FY 04; $44,990 in FY 05; and $46,340 in FY 06.

Finally, thePatrol assumes thahile there wowl be an increasa workload for tie ISD

helpdesk, it would likely not require additional FTE at this time. If there is an unexpected
increase in job responsibilities as a result of this legislation, additional FTE my be required. The
MHP assumes the Tinilng Academywill not be involvedn the teachingfdhe firearm sty

courses.

The MHP estimates the total cost of the proposed legislation to be $152,890 in FY 04; $231,809
in FY 05; and $238,434 in FY 05.

# Oversight assumes, based mfiormation receed from the TexaBepartment of Plic

Safety, that a large majoriof concealed weapons permits will be received in the firstareh

the number of apigations receigd in subsequenegrs will increse. Thereforghe State Data
Center transaction and maintenance costs have been estimated based on costs of $83,568 and
$43,200 per year, respectively
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ASSUMPTION(continued)

The State of Texas passed concealed firearms legislation which went into effect Iah086y

At that time, Texas had an estimated population of 18,000,000T ¢kiae Department of

Public Safety (Texas DPS) received approximately 200,000 applications in the first yea

Texas DPS receidea cumulative totaf 260,500 appliations for a peribfrom the law’s

inception through 2001. A large majority of concdaleeapons permits were received in the

first year and the number @fpplications subgeent to that has deeased. Missouhnas a

population of approximately 5,600,000; therefore, appliiegsame ratid)versight assumed in
similar proposals that Missouri would have 62,000 applications in the first year resulting in $3.1
million (62,000 x $50 application fee) in revenue for the various Sheriff's revolving funds. After
the initial rush, Oversight assumed the number of new applications would drop substantially.

Oversight assumes that loldaw enforcemet agencies add streamline theoncealed fir@ms
permitting proess by followng those proatures used to iss@epermit to own a magun in

Missouri. Because the anticipated 62,000 applications in Missouri would be distributed over the
entire state, Oversight assumes that most third and fourth class county lawneefb@gencies

would be able to handle additional duties resulting from this proposal with existing staff.

However, with a $50 permit fee, Oversight assumes the cost of issuance of a permit could exceed
the revenue generated by the cowgtigriffs, and therefore, has shown the net fiscal impact to the
county sheffs for issuancef these permitssgpossibly unkown net revenigeor net losses.

Oversight assumes that there would be long-term impact to the local law enforcement agencies
as the new conated firearm penit applications ininished and thogeermitted individuls

renewed their permit every threeays. Renewed permit fees would be $10 and would go to the
county treasuries and the City of Sbulis as outlined in this proposal. Ongoing costs to the local
law enforcement agencies to process permit applications and renewals would pFrbaddy
revenues genated from new grmit applicatios and renewals.

Officials from theBoone County Sheriff’s Office, Cole County Sheriff’s Office, St. Louis
County Police Department, Jackson County Sheriff’s Office, Cole County Treasurer, St.
Louis County Treasurer, andJackson County Treasurer did not respond to our request for
fiscal impact.
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FISCAL IMPACT - State Government

# GENERAL REVENUE FUND

# Costs— Missouri State Higvay Patrol
Personal Service (1 FTE)
Fringe Berfis
Equipment and Expens
# State Data Center — Maintenance
# State Data Cemte Cost

# Total Costs- MHP

# ESTIMATED NET EFFECT ON
GENERAL REVENUE FUND

FISCAL IMPACT - Local Government

COUNTY SHERIFF'S REVOLVING
FUND

Income- Counties and Citgf St. Louis
Permit Fees

Income- Counties and Citgf St. Louis
Fine and Citation revenue

Costs- Counties and Citgf St. Louis
Costs of issuancé permits

ESTIMATED NET EFFECT ON

COUNTY SHERIFF'S REVOLVING
FUND

FISCAL IMPACT - Small Busings

FY 2004
(10 Mo.)

($35,496)
($17,886)

($3,868)
($26,000)
($69,640)

($152,890)

($152.890)

FY 2004
(10 Mo.)

$3,100,000

(Unknown)

FY 2005

($43,660)
($22,000)
($654)
($32,136)
($86,075)
($184,525)

($184.525)

FY 2005

Unknown

(Unknown)

FY 2006

($44,751)
($22,550)

($673)
($33,100)
($88.657)

($189.731)

($189,731)

FY 2006

Unknown

$0 to Unknown $0 to Unknown $0 to Unknown

(Unknown)

$3,100,000 to
(Unknown)

Unknown to

(Unknown)

Unknown to

(Unknown)

No direct fiscaimpact to small busesses would be exgted as a resulf this proposal.
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DESCRIPTION

The proposed legislation would allow county sheriffs to issue permits to individuals to carry
concealed wegmns. Permits wouldebvalid throughot the state for tkee years.

QUALIFICATIONS FOR OBTAINING A PERMIT

To qualify for a permit, individuals would be at least 21Iryed age, not have pled to or been
found guilty of a crime that is punishable bgreson sentence of more than one year, not be a
fugitive, not have been adjudged mentally incompetent;, aléederal background check, and
comply with training requirements. The permit application would include affirmations of the
requirements foobtaining a panit, a warninghat individuals whanake false stateents would
be prosecuteaf perjury and a statement compliance withraining requiements.

LIMITATI ONS ON WHERE CONCEALED WEAPONS MAY BE CARRIED

The proposal would allow governmental units, businesses, and other organizations to limit the
ability to cary concaled weapons intareas of publicildings that theyease, own, or exrol,
including courthouses; meeting places of governing bodies or the Gésseably; polling

places on eleain day; addlor juvenile detetion facilities ad other corrdonal institutions;

airports; bars; schools; hospitals; stadiums; amusement parks; gambling facilities; and churches.
Judges or offias of the court wh have permits cddi carry oncealed weams into

courthouses, and members of governing bodies who have permits coulktbcaegled weapons

into meetings of #ngoverning bdy. Violatirg prohibitions onarrying oncealed weams in

certain locations would be grounds for being denied access to or beimgeefrom the

premises. Frequent violators would be subject to monetary penalties and permit suspensions.

TRAINING REQUIREMENTS

Applicants for a permit would be required to complete a firearms sajatge provided by law
enforcement agencies, qualified firearms safettructors, or the military. The proposal
specifies the required curriculum, including classroom work, live firing exercises, and
examinations. Certdation and traimg required foqualified firearms safetynstructors arelso
specified. Instructors would be required to keep their coursedseawailable for at least four
years. Instructors who provide false imf@tion about the performance of an applicant in the
training program would be guilty of a class C misdemeanor.
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DESCRIPTION(continued)

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

The proposal would require sheriffs to approve or denyraipapplication within 30 days of
receipt. The permit would be issued within seven days after approval. Swexiftl be

required to keep records of permit applications and report all permits issued to the Missouri
Uniform Law Enforcement System. Permit application feesdcnot exceed $50; renewal fees
could not exceed $10. Fees would be deposited in the county shesdfiiéng fund.

Alteration or transfer of a permit would be a class A misdemeanor. Permits of persons who have
had orders of protection issued against them would be suspended. Permit holders would be
required to notif the sherifwithin specifi@ time limits of changs in permanenésidence or if

a permit is lost or destroyed.

The proposal contains an appeals process for aggrieved applicanitsudcheows any person
to file for revoation against penit holders if thg have knowedge that the pmittee is
ineligible.

The proposal would also remove several provisions from the unlawful use of a weapon statute.

This legislation is not federally mandated, would not duplicateotiver program and would not
require additional capital improvements or rental space.
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SOURCES OF INFORMATION

Office of Attorney General
Office of State Courts Administrator
Department of Metal Health
Department of Niaral Resources
Department of Puizc Safety
— Missouri State Water Patrol
— Capitol Police
— Missouri State Higway Patrol
Department of Coections
Department of Conservation
Office of Prosecution Services
Office of the State Auditor
Office of State Public Defender
Greene County
Greene County Sheriff's Department
Boone County Treasurer’s Office
State of Texas Depaent of Public Saty

NOT RESPONDING

Boone County Sheriff's Office

Cole County Sheriff's Office

St. Louis County Police Department
Jackson County Sheriff's Office
Cole County Treasurer

St. louis County Treasurer

Jackson County Treasurer
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